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REMARKS 

Claims 1 and 12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being allegedly 
anticipated by Medvedetal. (U.S. Patent No. 5,818,619), claims 2-7, 10, 11, 13-17, 20 and 
21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Medved et 
al. in view of Geiger (U.S. Patent No. 5,377,219), claims 8 and 18 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Medved et al. in view of Kumar et al, 
(U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2002/0075542), claims 22, 28, 29, 34, 35, 42, 43 and 50 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Medved et al. in view 
of Ransford et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,532,087), claims 23-25, 30-32, 36-39, 44-47 and 49 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Medved et al. in 
view of Ransford et al. and further in view of Geiger, and claims 26, 27, 33, 40, 41 and 48 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Medved et al. in 
view of Ransford et al. and Geiger and further in view of Kumar et al. 

In their response filed November 9, 2005, Applicants amended independent 
claims 1, 12, 22, 29, 35, and 43 to incorporate subject matter from respective dependent 
claims that was previously considered in the Final Office Action mailed September 9, 2005. 
Specifically, independent claim 1 was amended to recite the elements found in dependent 
claims 2 and 3, independent claim 12 was amended to recite the elements found in dependent 
claims 13 and 14, and independent claims 22, 29, 35, and 43 were amended to recite the 
elements found in dependent claims 23, 30, 36, and 44, respectively. New arguments 
supporting the nonobviousness of the subject matter recited in the aforementioned dependent 
claims were also presented in Applicants' response filed November 9, 2005, As indicated in 
the Advisory Action mailed February 2, 2006, the amendments to claims 1, 12, 22, 29, 35, 
and 43 were not entered and Applicants' new arguments were considered but were not 
deemed to place the application in condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Advisory 
Action maintained the rejections of the Final Office Action mailed September 9, 2005. 

h The Advisory Action clearly errs in maintaining the rejections of claims 2, 3, 13, 
14, 23, 30, 36, and 44 because the Examiner has failed to answer the substance of 

Applicants' arguments. 

In the Advisory Action, the Examiner asserts that Applicants traversed the 
rejections of the Final Office Action by arguing that: 

442274 1 
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"the cited references (Medved et al and Geiger) fail to teach [wherein 
the step of converting the fiber interface fundamental wavelength of 
the first optical signal to a free space fundamental wavelength is 
performed all-optically without using electro-optical conversion, and 
wherein the step of converting the free space fundamental 
wavelength of the second optical signal to a fiber interface 
fundamental wavelength is performed ail-optically without using 
electro-optical conversion]." 

It is respectfully submitted, however, that no such argument was advanced by 
Applicants, Rather, Applicants response filed November 9, 2005 established that the subject 
matter of dependent claims 2 and 3 is not rendered obvious by the combination of Medved et 
al. in view of Geiger because there is no proper motivation to modify Medved et al, using 
Geiger as suggested in the final Office Action, (see II. below and Applicants' response filed 
November 9, 2005; page 1 6, line 9 - page 1 7, line 1 5). The arguments presented with respect 
to the subject matter of dependent claims 2 and 3 are equally applicable to the subject matter 
of dependent claims 13, 14, 23, 30, 36, and 44. 

As set forth at M.P.E.P. § 707.07(f), "[w]here the applicant traverses any 
rejection, the examiner should, if he or she repeats the rejection, take note of the applicant's 
argument and answer the substance of it." Because the rejections of the Final Office Action 
were maintained in the Advisory Action based on an allegedly unpersuasive but fictitious 
argument, the Examiner failed to take note of and answer the substance of Applicants' 
arguments as actually presented in their response filed November 9, 2005 and, therefore, 
clearly erred in maintaining the finality of the rejections of the subject matter in claims 2, 3, 
13, 14,23,30,36, and 44. 

II, The rejections of the Final Office Action of claims 2, 3, 13, 14, 23, 30, 36, and 44 

clearly err in proposing that Medved et al. be modified with Geiger because the 
proposed modification of Medved et al. would render Medved et al. unsatisfactory for 
its intended purpose and completely change its principle of operation, which means 
there is no motivation for the proposed modification. 

The Examiner asserts that it would be obvious in view of Geiger to modify the 
system of Medved et al. to operate ail-optically. Applicants strongly disagree. This is 
because Medved et al, relies heavily on the properties of photodtodes which would not be 
present in an all-optical system. 

Specifically, Medved et al. teach that the universal converter unit 10 disclosed 

4422741 
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therein "must be able to transfer optical data to and from communication networks at both 
ranges of 800-900 and 1300 nanometers" (coL 4, lines 61-63). In order to enable this 
universality, Medved et aL rely on the spectral responsivity of silicon and InGaAs 
photodiodes and emitting power of LEDs as shown in FIG. 2. Thus, the principle by which 
the system of Medved et aL operates is completely based upon electro-optical conversion . 

If the RXU 24, airlink transmitter 26, TXU 20, and airlink receiver 21 of 
Medved et aJ. were eliminated and replaced by all-optical components as presumably 
suggested by the Examiner, the principle of operation by which the system of Medved et al. 
operates would be radically changed, resulting in FIG. 2 of Medved et aL becoming 
irrelevant Furthermore, the intended universality of the universal converter unit 10 would be 
completely destroyed because the InGaAs photodiodes would no longer be present to 
automatically detect a wide range of wavelengths. Again, Medved et al, relies heavily on the 
properties of photodiodes which would not be present in an all-optical system. Applicants 
assert that the proposed all-optical replacement components would be tuned to a specific, 
much smaller range of wavelengths than that disclosed in Medved et aL and would function 
in a completely different manner that does not achieve the desired universality described in 
Medved et al. 

Therefore, Applicants assert that a person of ordinary skill in the art would 
have no motivation whatsoever to modify the system of Medved et al. to operate ail-optically, 
without electro-optical conversion, because to do so would completely change its principle of 
operation and render the system unsatisfactory for its intended purpose of universality. As 
such, a prima facie case of obviousness of the subject matter of claims 2, 3, 13, 14, 23, 30, 
36, and 44 cannot be based on such a modification of Medved et al. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit that the above amendment and remarks place the pending claims in 
a condition for allowance. Therefore, a Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: March 1,2006 




Kurt M- Eaton 

Reg. No. 51,640 

Patent Agent for Applicants 

(858) 552-1311 
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